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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-8 are currently pending in the instant application. Claims 1-6 (in part), 7 
and 8 are withdrawn from consideration as being non-elected subject matter. 

Response to Election/Restrictions 

Applicant's election with traverse of the subject matter of claims 1-6 drawn to 
compounds of formula I, salts, and pharmaceutical compositions, wherein one of R 1 , R 2 , 
R 3 , or R 4 is an alkoxy group containing 1 to 20 carbon atoms, and the three other 
groups all represent hydrogen or an alkyl group containing 1 to 6 carbon atoms and X 
and Y are as defined in the reply filed on 03/19/2007 is acknowledged. The traversal is 
on the ground(s) that the Examiner has not established that search of the full scope of 
the claims would constitute a search burden and that a technical relationship between 
compounds, method for making and method for use exists, and when taken as a whole 
is what defines the contribution over the prior art. 

This argument is not found persuasive because, although it is obvious on its face 
that search of the full scope of the claims would constitute a search burden, the 
Examiner has only to establish that unity of invention is lacking in this application since 
it is a 371 of an international application. The Examiner has, in fact, established that 
unity of invention is lacking (see original restriction requirement, mailed 2/20/07). The 
requirement is still deemed proper. 

The election of Group I by applicant has resulted in the following elected 
invention. 
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Status of the Claims 

Claims 1-8 are pending in this application. Claims 7-8 are withdrawn from 
further consideration by the Examiner as being drawn to non-elected inventions under 
37 CFR § 1 .142(b). The withdrawn subject matter is patentably distinct from the elected 
subject matter as it differs in structure and element and would require separate search 
and examination considerations. In addition, a reference that anticipates one invention 
would not render obvious the other invention. 

Scope of Elected Subject Matter 

The scope of the invention of the elected subject matter that will be examined 
and searched is the compounds, salts, and pharmaceutical compositions of Claims 1-6 



R 1 



which are drawn to the core structure of * wherein one of R 1 , R ? , 

R 3 or R 4 is an alkoxy group containing 1 to 20 carbon atoms, and the three other groups 
all represent hydrogen or an alkyl group containing 1 to 6 carbon atoms and X and Y 
are as defined. 

Scope of Withdrawn Subject Matter 

As a result of the election and the corresponding scope of the invention, 
identified supra, the remaining subject matter is is the compounds, salts, and 
pharmaceutical compositions of Claims 1-6 which are drawn to the core structure 
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Y 



of R* wherein more than one of R 1 , R 2 , R 3 or R 4 is an alkoxy group 

containing 1 to 20 carbon atoms, and the other groups represent hydrogen, an alkyl 
group containing 1 to 6 carbon atoms, acetyl group, or hydroxyl group, and the other 
variables are as defined. 

The withdrawn subject matter is patentably distinct from the elected subject 
matter as it differs in structure and element, does not have unity with the elected 
compound, and therefore is withdrawn by means of a restriction requirement. A 
reference that anticipates the elected/examined subject matter would not render 
obvious the non-elected subject matter. This recognized chemical diversity of the 
functional groups is apparent by the different fields of search, required for the non- 
elected species versus the elected compounds. All compounds falling outside the 
search strategy of the elected compound and the structure shown above are heretofore 
directed to non-elected subject matter and are withdrawn from consideration under 35 
U.S.C. § 121 and 37 C.F.R. § 1.142(b). It is suggested that applicant cancel withdrawn 
subject matter in order to advance prosecution. 

Priority 

The application is a 371 of International Application No. PCT/0JP03/09244, filed 
on 07/22/2003, which claims the benefit of foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. 119, to 
Japanese Application No. 2002-211327, filed on 07/19/2002. 
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Information Disclosure Statement 

Applicant's Information Disclosure Statement(s) filed on 01/03/05, 03/24/05, and 
03/27/07 have been considered. Please refer to Applicant's copies of the 1449 
submitted herewith. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. 

In In re Wands . 8 USPQ2d 1400 (1988), factors to be considered in determining 
whether a disclosure meets the enablement requirement of 35 U.S.C. § 112, first 
paragraph, have been described. They are: 

1. the nature of the invention, 

2. the state of the prior art, 

3. the predictability or lack thereof in the art, 

4. the amount of direction or guidance present, 

5. the presence or absence of working examples, 

6. the breadth of the claims, 
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7. the quantity of experimentation needed, and 

8. the level of the skill in the art. 

The nature of the invention 
The nature of the invention is directed to a method of use of a compound of claim 
1 for prophylactic or therapeutic drug for brain dysfunction or neuropathy and as an 
agent for promoting differentiation of a stem cell. 

The state of the prior art and the predictability or lack thereof in the art 
The state of the prior art is that the pharmacological art involves screening in 
vitro and in vivo to determine which compounds exhibit the desired pharmacological 
activities (i.e. what compounds can treat or prevent brain dysfunction or neuropathy or 
promotedifferentiation of a stem cell). There is no absolute predictability even in view of 
the seemingly high level of skill in the art. The existence of these obstacles establishes 
that that contemporary knowledge in the art would prevent one of ordinary skill in the art 
from accepting any preventive regimen on its fact. 

The instant claimed invention is highly unpredictable as discussed below: 
It is noted that the pharmaceutical art is unpredictable, requiring each 
embodiment to be individually assessed for physiological activity. In re Fisher, 427 F.2d 
833, 166 USPQ 18 (CCPA 1970) indicates that the more unpredictable an area is, the 
more specific enablement is necessary in order to satisfy the statute. The burden of 
enabling one skilled in the art to prevent brain dysfunction or neuropathy would be much 
greater than that of enabling the treatment of brain dysfunction or neuropathy. In the 
instant case, the specification does not provide guidance as to how one skilled in the art 
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would accomplish the objective of preventing brain dysfunction or neuropathy. Nor is 
there any guidance provided as to a specific protocol to be utilized in order to show the 
efficacy of the presently claimed active ingredients for preventing brain dysfunction or 
neuropathy. 

Specifically, it is highly unlikely, and the Office would require experimental 
evidence to support the contention that the claim specified could actually prevent brain 
dysfunction or neuropathy by simply administering, by any method, a therapeutically 
active amount of the claim specified agents. The specification fails to enable one of 
ordinary skill in the art to practice the presently claimed method for preventing brain 
dysfunction or neuropathy; 

"To prevent" actually means to anticipate or counter in advance, to keep from 
happening etc. (as per Webster's II Dictionary) and there is no disclosure as to how one 
skilled in the art can reasonably establish the basis and the type of subject to which the 
instant compositions can be administered to order to have the "prevention" effect. 
There is no evidence of record, which would enable the skilled artisan in the 
identification of the people who have the potential of becoming afflicted with brain 
dysfunction or neuropathy in general. Since applicants "preventive" assertion is 
contrary to what is known in medicine, proof must be provided that this revolutionary 
assertion has merits. 

Applicants' claims also include the treatment of brain dysfunction, which includes 
Alzheimer's Disease. The state of the prior art is there is no known cure or prevention 
for Alzheimer's disease and that there are only four medications available in the United 
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States available to temporarily slow the early stages of Alzheimer's disease. The 
current drugs for the treatment of Alzheimer's disease, Aricept, Exelon, Reminyl and 
Cognex, treat early stages of Alzheimer's disease by delaying the breakdown of 
acetylcholine. Memantine, which blocks excess amounts of glutamate treats late stage 
Alzheimer's disease. (URL: 

http://www.ninds.nih.gov/disorders/alzheimersdisease/alzheimersdisease.htm ). The 
outlines of a pathogenic cascade that could explain cognitive dysfunction in patients 
with Alzheimer's Disease are only beginning to emerge. Many questions remain 
regarding the causes of Alzheimer's and the process of the disease. The success of 
potential treatment therapies for individuals afflicted with Alzheimer's cannot be 
predicted, according to Selkoe (see Physiological Reviews, vol. 81(2), 2001, p. 760). 
Currently, research is ongoing but the promise of potential treatments does not 
substantiate the claim that treatments exist. 

Neuropathy is the abnormal function or disease of the nerves and can result in 
pain or paralysis. According to MayoClinic.com, (see 

http://www.mavoclinic.com/print/peripheral- 

neuropathv/DS00131/DSECTION=8&METHbD=print ). treatment is usually directed to 
management of the underlying condition, repairing damage, and providing symptom 
relief. Various factors may be responsible for neuropathy, including diabetes, 
inflammatory or autoimmune processes, nerve pressure, all of which require different 
treatment. Medications that are currently prescribed ease pain symptoms but due to the 
complexity of the nervous system, treatment for neuropathy differs according to each 
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individual person. With regards to neurogenic pain, there remain very few 
pharmaceutical agents that are effective in alleviating this type of chronic pain to any 
appreciable degree. This is due in large part to the fact that the precise mechanisms of 
neuropathic pain remain elusive (see Current Pharmaceutical Design, 2006, vol. 12, p. 
21 92). Thus treatment for neuropathy remains elusive. 

Applicants' claims also include the differentiation of a stem cell. According to 
Stem Cell Information, a resource of the National Institutes of Health, a primary goal in 
study of human embryonic stem cells is the identification of how undifferentiated stem 
cells become differentiated. A significant hurdle to use of stem cells is that scientists do 
not yet fully understand the signals that turn specific genes on and off to influence the 
differentiation of the stem cell. Finally, though the promise of stem cell therapies is 
exciting, significant technical hurdles remain that still require many years of intensive 
research (see http://stemcells.nih.gov/info/basics/basics6.asp). Although it is widely 
believed that the adult mammalian brain does contain stem cells, there is no consensus 
about how many populations of central nervous stem cells exist, how they may be 
related, and how they function in vivo. Because there are no markers currently 
available to identify the cells in vivo, the only method for testing whether a given 
population of CNS cells contains stem cells is to isolate the cells and manipulate them 
in vitro, a process that may change their intrinsic properties (see 
http://stemcells.nih.qov/info/scireport/chapter4.asp ). 

The amount of direction or guidance present and the presence or absence 

of working examples 
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The specification provides data regarding the effect of the compounds on neural 
stem cells in vitro (see Table 9, p. 51). However as stated above, isolation and 
manipulation of cells in vitro may change their actual intrinsic properties. 

The breadth of the claims 

The instant breadth of the rejected claims is broader than the disclosure, 
specifically, the instant claims include prophylactic or therapeutic activity for brain 
dysfunction or neuropathy, and promotion of differentiation of a stem cell. However, the 
specification fails to provide evidence to substantiate these claims. 

The quantity or experimentation needed and the level of skill in the art 

It would require undue experimentation of one of ordinary skill in the art to 
ascertain the effectiveness of the compound in the prophylactic or therapeutic activity 
for brain dysfunction or neuropathy, and promotion of differentiation of a stem cell. 
Factors such as "sufficient working examples", "the level of skill in the art" and 
"predictability", etc. have been demonstrated to be sufficiently lacking in the instant 
claims. In view of the breadth of the claims, the chemical nature of the invention and 
unpredictability of prophylactic or therapeutic activity for brain dysfunction or 
neuropathy, and promotion of differentiation of a stem cell, and the lack of working 
examples regarding the activity as claimed, one skilled in the art would have to undergo 
an undue amount of experimentation to use the instantly claimed invention 
commensurate in cope with the claims. 

Genentech Inc. v. Novo Nordisk A/S (CA FC) 42 USPQ2d 1001, states that " a 
patent is not a hunting license. It is not a reward for search, but compensation for its 
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successful conclusion" and "[p]atent protection is granted in return for an enabling 
disclosure of an invention, not for vague intimations of general ideas that may or may 
not be workable". 

Therefore, in view of the Wands factors and In re Fisher (CCPA 1970) discussed 
above, to practice the claimed invention herein, it is apparent that undue 
experimentation is necessary because of variability in prediction of outcome that is not 
addressed by the present application disclosure, examples, teaching and guidance 
presented. Absent factual data to the contrary, the amount and level of experimentation 
needed is undue. Therefore, claims 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 1 st 
paragraph. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-3, 5 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. Claims 1-3, 5 and 6 recite the limitation 
"derivative represented by the following general formula" or "indole derivative." The 
specification fails to limit and clearly delineate what can be considered a "derivative" 
and "general." According to Hackh's chemical dictionary, "derivative" is defined as a 
compound, usually organic obtained from another compound by a simple chemical 
process or an organic compound containing a structural radical similar to that from 
which it is derived (Hackh's chemical dictionary, 1972). Also according to Webster's 
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dictionary, the word "general" is defined as not confined by specialization or careful 
limitation." Such language fails to clearly define the subject matter being claimed. Thus 
the terms "derivative" and "general" of Claims 1-3, 5 and 6 are not defined in the claims 
so as to know the metes and bounds of the claims. Therefore, Claims 1-3, 5 and 6 are 
indefinite. It is suggested that the phrase derivative be replaced with compound and the 
term general be deleted in order to overcome this rejection. 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. Claim 5 recites the term "agent." The specification fails to 
limit and clearly delineate what can be considered an "agent." According to Webster's 
dictionary, the word "agent" is defined as something that produces or is capable of 
producing an effect. Such language fails to clearly define the subject matter being 
claimed. Thus the term "agent" is not defined in the claim or specification so as to know 
the metes and bounds of the claim. Therefore Claim 5 is indefinite. 

Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. Claims 1 and 3 recite the term "containing" which is 
open-ended. According to MPEP 2111.03, the transitional term "comprising", which is 
synonymous with "including," "containing," or "characterized by," is inclusive or open- 
ended and does not exclude additional, unrecited elements or method steps. See, e.g., 
Mars Inc. v. H.J. Heinz Co., 377 F.3d 1369,1376, 71 USPQ2d 1837, 1843 (Fed. Cir. 
2004) ("like the term comprising,' the terms containing' and mixture' are open-ended."). 
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Such language implies the drug is not limited to compounds of formula (I). Therefore 
Claims 1 and 3 are indefinite. These rejections can be overcome by replacing the term 
"containing" with closed-language such as "consisting." 

Claims 3-4 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. Claims 3 and 4 recite the term "drug" which the 
specification defines as "containing" the indole derivative or its salt (see p. 9). As stated 
above, the term "containing" is open-ended, and as a result, implies that the drug is not 
limited to compounds of formula (I). Such language fails to clearly define the subject 
matter being claimed. Thus the term "drug" is not defined in the claims or specification 
so as to know the metes and bounds of the claims. Therefore Claims 3 and 4 are 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 



Claims 1 and 3-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Kamiya et al (see Chem. Pharm. Bull. 49(5), 2001, p. 563-571. Kamiya et al disclose 



indefinite. 



Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 102 




compounds of formula 



"' ft* 1 * wherein n=1 and R = 5-0(CH 2 ) 5 CH 3 ; 6- 
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0(CH 2 ) 8 CH 3 ; 4-0(CH 2 ) 8 CH 3 ; 7-0(CH 2 ) 8 CH 3 ; and n =2 and R = 5-0(CH 2 ) 5 CH 3 (see p. 

567). Further they disclose compounds of H wherein R is C *W CH »>3° , 

CH,(CH,),0 

CH )( CH A 0 . cH(CH)i0 

0"~°~ CH,(CH,) 6 0 and CH^CH,),,© ( See p 568 Tab | e 4 y These compounds 
correspond to applicant's claimed invention wherein one of R 1 , R 2 , R 3 , and R 4 is alkoxy 
group containing 1 to 20 carbon atoms, and one of X and Y is -(CH 2 ) n OH wherein n is 0 
to 30, and the other is a H. 

Claims 1 and 3-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Demerson et al in US Patent No. 3,974,179, issued on 8/10/76. Demerson et al 



« 9 R 3 ' ' 

i » • I 

la 



ft* 

disclose compounds of formula 11 used as intermediates in 

synthesis. They reference example 2 wherein R 7 is H, and X is O when describing 



compounds found in Table I, which include 



E*. STARTING MATERIAL OF 

FORMULA 12 



R* 


** 


R< 


R» 




X 


H 


H 


H 


H 


.' 5-OCH3 


O 


H 


H 


H 


H 


6-OC B H, 


O 



Table IX 



(see column 17) 

(see column 21) and also compounds found in 



STARTINO MATERIAL OF 
EXAMPLE FORMULA il 

R* R 11 R 4 R a R* 
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488 H H H H 4-CCH,\ O 

5- OCH, I 

6- OCH, ( 

7- OCH. I 

m h H: h h 4-och.i o (see column 49). These 



compounds correspond to applicant's claimed invention wherein one of R 1 , R 2 , R 3 , and 
R 4 is alkoxy group containing 1 to 20 carbon atoms, and one of X and Y is -(CH 2 ) n OH 
wherein n is 0 to 30, and the other is a H. 

Claims 1 and 3-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Murphy et al (see Journal of the American Pharmaceutical Association, Scientific 
Edition, vol. 32, 1943, p. 83-89). Murphy et al disclose compound 

" NTH 




<CK,),CKiOH 

mm on p. 84. 

Claims 1 and 3-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Heerdt et al in US Patent No. 3,996,241 . Heerdt et al disclose compounds of formula 




wherein Rt and R 2 can be hydrogen or lower alkyl, with 
examples of compounds such as S-Methoxy^methVl^-hydroxymethytodoIe 

. . 5-McthOXy ; 2-hydroxymethyl-indolc- 
5-ethoxy-4-methy^^ 5-Ethoxy-2*hydro5cymoihyl-indofe. disclosed in column 4. 

Claims 1 and 3-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Hammerly in US Pub No. 2002/0058648. Hammerly discloses compounds 

5-mcthoxy-indolc-3-caibinol, 5^th«^-iiidolc-3-carbiiioi, S-faropyloxy-mdolB-loibinol, 5-butyloxy-indole- 
3-carbinol, 5-&rayloxy-mdole-3-caibinol, j n column 1, paragraph 6. 
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Claims 1 and 3-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Lavielle et al in US Patent No. 5,703,070. Lavielle et al disclose compounds 
M5-Metl»^wlol-3-yl3«fl»aiK)l anc j 3^ttto«to^3-yl]prqsMi-l-ol 

Note: Due to the sheer scope of the claimed subject matter, the list of rejections 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) is not exhaustive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lavielle et al (see US Patent No. 5,703,070). 

Applicants' instant elected invention in claims 1-6 teach compounds and pharmaceutical 
compositions of formula 
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wherein a! least one of R 1 , R% R\ and R 4 represents m\ alkoxy group containing I to 20 
carbon atoms, and other groups of the R 1 , R.\ R\ ami R 4 represent hydrogen, an alkyl group 
containing 1 to 6 carbon atoms, acetyl group, or hydroxy! group; and either one of X and Y 
represents -(CM^OH wherein n is an integer of 0 to 30, and the other one ofthe X and Y 
represents hydrogen atom; or a salt thereof. 

Determination ofthe scope and content ofthe prior art (MPEP 52141.01) 

~Gv 

Lavielle et al teach compounds of formula « wherein 

Rj represents a hydrogen a halogen Atom or « linear or 
bandied (Ci-CsJaltyl linear or branched (Q-Q) 
alkoxy, trihateamhyl «• hydroxy! group, 

R, rmreaente a hydrogen atom or a linear or b ranc hed _. „ I _„ J _ 1J „. 

(Q-Olkyl cc phenyl group (which is unmbetituled -X-Y- mmm» n ch_, n n=, 

or substituted by one or a number cf halogen atoms or * Rl 

allyl, alkcxy, hydroxyl cr trihalometfcyl group). anc j ' ' " " anc j 

a Is 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6 with specific compound 3^5-Methxwy-l-mediyiiiid<>l.3.ylft>ropan-l^ disclosed. 
Ascertainment of the different between the prior art and the claims (MPEP §2141.02) 
The difference between the prior art of Lavielle et al and the instantly claimed 
compounds of applicant is that the invention of Lavielle et al is directed to tertiary amine 
compounds rather than the secondary amine compounds claimed in the instant 
invention. 

Finding of prima facie obviousness- rational and motivation (MPEP §2142-2143) 
Lavielle et al is analogous art because the compounds found in the art possess 
similar activity. In Ex part Bluestone, 135 USPQ 199, secondary and tertiary amines 
are stated to be interchangeable. In the absence of unexpected results, one skilled in 
the art would expect that the instant claims which are analogous to the compounds of 
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Lavielle et al, i.e. tertiary amine vs secondary amine, is prima facie. The motivation to 
make the claimed compounds derives from the expectation that structurally similar 
compounds are generally expected to have similar properties and have similar utilities. 
In the instant case, the compounds of Lavielle et al are disclosed to have 
pharmacological activity. The explicit teaching of Lavielle et al together with the 
enabled examples would have motivated one skilled in the art to modify the known 
compounds with such generic teaching with the expectation that they would all have 
similar activity as taught by Lavielle et al. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 4 is objected to under 37 CFR 1.75 as being a substantial duplicate of 
claim 3. When two claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in 
content that they both cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is 
proper after allowing one claim to object to the other as being a substantial duplicate of 
the allowed claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). A drug's intended use does not further limit 
the claim. 

Claims 1-6 are objected to because of the following informalities: they contain or 
are dependent on subject matter that has been withdrawn from consideration. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Specification 

Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 
disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that 
the abstract not exceed 150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract 
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on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology 
often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The 
abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether 
there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The 
disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure 
describes," etc. 

The abstract is more than one paragraph. Appropriate correction is required. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Karen Cheng whose telephone number is 571-272-6233. The examiner 
can normally be reached on M-F, 9AM to 5:30PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph McKane can be reached on (571)272-0699. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 ( |N ^8^5!|£|5^P^) or 571-272-1000. , 

>ng Joseph McKane 
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